Abstract: Edition with philological, theological and liturgical commentary of a Coptic prayer preserved on a papyrus from the seventh or eighth century in the collection of the University of Oslo Library. The prayer, which accompanied the consecration of the wine in the chalice in the presence of already consecrated bread, has a coda in Greek signalling the ensuing oral recitation of the Lord's Prayer.
in the wrong place and upside down. 1 The loose fragment H also had remains of papyrus strips on the back; this suggests that it too had once been reattached onto the body of the text but it is unclear where. The unsuccessful repairs were most probably carried out in modern times as they may be observed in some other papyri from the same lot (most notably inv. 1664) as well as in papyri in the Carlsberg collection purchased from the same source at about the same time. In reconstructed state the sheet appears severely damaged in the middle. Nonetheless part of the broken text may be restored in the light of parallels in similar texts (see commentary on ll. [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] .
The text has been penned using medium thick pen and brown ink. It amounts to 23 ll., of which 17 ll. cover the front side of the leaf where the writing goes with the fibres, while 6 ll. occupy the upper part of the back side where the writing runs against the fibres. Where it can be established with certainty line length varies between fifty and sixty-seven letters. Calculations of letters broken away are approximate as the lower part of the sheet has suffered some shrinkage. Scanty remains, possibly ends, of nine non-consecutive lines as well as eleven or twelve dots (possibly checkmarks) are visible close to the lower edge of fragment F back side, at 90° angle to the Coptic text. The content cannot be determined but the presence of these traces confirms that the sheet was cut from a documentary papyrus, flipped over and turned at 90° angle to receive the new text (transversa charta). All margins are narrow to scanty (margins, front: upper 0.8 cm, left 1-1.2 cm, right: max. 1 cm; margins, back: upper ca. 1.3 cm, left: torn off, right: 1-1.3 cm) except the lower ones (front: 2.2 cm; back: ca. 11 cm). The sheet was folded down the middle. The horizontal breaks perhaps also correspond to five folds, one in the middle, two in the upper and two in lower part of the sheet.
The format is that of a single sheet used to read from during service. The somewhat ampler lower margin and the space just above the middle of the left margin coincide with convenient places to hold the sheet at. The half-line left empty at the bottom of the front page also served practical purposes as it allowed time to turn the leaf over while reciting the familiar formula ⲧⲛ ⲥⲟⲡⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙ ⲙⲟⲕ "we pray and beseech you" (see also commentary on l. 17).
The text, which is delimited by an oblique stroke (l. 1) and a cross (l. 23), is a consecratory prayer for (the wine in) the chalice (ll. 12-15) in the presence of already consecrated bread (ll. 2-3), and was thus pronounced by the priest. It is addressed to God Almighty (l. 1) and has a tripartite articulation by means of the same petitionary formula, ⲧⲛ ⲥⲟⲡⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙ ⲙⲟⲕ (ll. 1-2, 12 and 17). It includes a summary of Christ's earthly life (ll. 4-12) which culminates in his crucifixion and the pouring forth of blood and water from his pierced side (ll. 10-12) which provides the crucial link with the pouring forth of the Holy Spirit over the chalice (ll. 3 and 13-14) . The last part contains a request for worthy communion (ll. 18-20) which leads up to a 'preface' to the Lord's Prayer (ll. 20-23) although that prayer, which was recited by the congregation, is not contained on this sheet. The last part of the 'preface' involves code switching from Coptic into Greek (l. 23) . In a liturgical setting the switch would presumably signal to the people their imminent part, i.e. the oral recitation of the Lord's Prayer.
The prayer presents close similarities in structure and in wording to the consecratory prayer in the Coptic rite of the filling of the chalice. The rite serves to consecrate extra wine if during communion it is found insufficient or corrupted, see Īris Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling of the Chalice," Bulletin de la Société d'archéologie copte 6 (1940): 77-90. The reference to "already sanctified sacrament" in ll. 2-3 suggests that the prayer may also have connections to the liturgy of the presanctified, see Stefanos Alexopoulos, The Presanctified Liturgy in the Byzantine Rite. A Comparative Analysis of its Origins, Evolution, and Structural Components (Liturgia Condenda 21; Leuven: Peeters, 2009 ) 113-17. Moreover, a service is attested in which additional bread and/or wine is consecrated after the anaphora in case more is needed for the communion. The earliest mention of this practice is found in two sources from the seventh century Thebaid: in a pastoral epistle, P.Berol. 11346 (edited by Alberto Camplani, "A Pastoral Epistle of the 7th Century Concerning the Eucharist (Pap. Berol. P. 11346)," in Forschung in der Papyrussammlung. Eine Festgabe für das Neue Museum. Ägyptische und Orientalische Papyri und Handschriften des Ägyptischen Museums und Papyrussammlung Berlin, hrsg. von V.M. Lepper, Bd. 1 (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 2012), 377-386, which provides instructions in case the priest runs out of bread during the communion, and in the newly discovered Sahidic redaction of Canon 99 of Basil, which provides instructions for both bread and wine.
2 The prayer on P.Oslo inv. 1665 could also have served similar purposes. For more details concerning the liturgical Sitz im Leben of this prayer, see the liturgical commentary appended to this edition.
From a theological point of view the prayer reflects a period in the history of the church when the description of the Spirit as co-substantial (ὁµοούσιον) with the Father and the Son had become accepted after having been hotly debated in the latter part of the fourth century (see comm. on l. 4). The prayer text also emphasizes the will of Christ and the voluntary aspect of his incarnation and suffering, thereby illustrating theological debates which were going on in the wider church in the same period (see com. on ll. 6-7 and 9).
The language is standard and correct Sahidic (with the exception of possible haplography, ll. 9 and 10). Nomina sacra include ⲓ ⲥ ⲡⲉⲭ ⲥ , ⲡ ⲛ ⲁ , the noun and verb for crucifixion (ll. 10 and 16) in Coptic and π ρ α επο υ ν ι in Greek. The Greek seems somewhat garbled. Not only is the abbreviation of the adjective messed up. An entire infinitive is missed out (see commentary on l. 23). The scribe uses high point to divide cola and semicolon to signal code switching (l. 23). Apart from the usual supralinear strokes (sometimes oblique due to the speed of writing), a shorter stroke is employed to indicate sequences of vowels. Supralinear dots whose function is not entirely clear have been noted on first syllables of certain words (ll. 3, 19 and 22) .
The scribe has worked with confidence and increasing speed and has produced a piece of writing that gives a neat but informal overall impression. Its major traits are slight letter inclination, modular contrast between letters, pronounced downward traits (ⲓ, ⲕ, ⲧ, ⲩ, ϥ, ϣ) and pseudo-ligatures. Characteristic letter forms: small, very rounded ⲁ and ⲟ, both raised above the baseline; narrow ⲉ and ⲥ with straight left part; ⲕ with pronounced right strokes firmly attached to the left vertical; ⲗ with the top of the right stroke projecting over to a "hooked" top; compressed ⲙ with the middle 2 Thanks to Alberto Camplani for having shared his and Federico Contardi's preliminary transcription of this manuscript. On the manuscript, see Alberto Camplani and Federico Contardi, "The Canons Attributed to Basil of Caesarea. A New Coptic Codex, in Coptic Society, Literature and Religion, from Late Antiquity to Modern Times," in Proceedings of the Tenth International Congress of Coptic Studies, Rome, September 17-22, 2012 , and Plenary Reports of the Ninth International Congress of Coptic Studies, Cairo, September 15-19, 2008 (ed. P. Buzi, A. Camplani and F. Contardi (Peeters: Leuven, 2016 curve at a level with the right and left curves; ⲛ with right leg sometimes raised above the baseline; ⲩ with long and straight right arm. The overall impression is close to the letter P.Mon. Epiph. 162 (see photo in P.Mon. Epiph. II, plate VI) which in view of the mention of Epiphanius may be dated in the early seventh century. A documentary letter form right under the last dot in the text written with the fibres on the back of the sheet may be a δ the upper part of which has a looped form and meets the rounded lower part in the middle.
3 If the identification is admissible, this letter form would entail dating the liturgical text no earlier than the seventh century. Remarkable are the palaeographical similarities with P.Berl. Sarisch. 7 → written in a slightly sloping bookhand assigned to the 7 th /8 th century: these include the forms of the letters ⲁ, ⲃ, ⲉ, ⲕ, ⲛ, ⲣ and the long descenders of ⲓ, ⲕ, ⲣ, ⲧ. The back, P.Berol. 21324↓, contains a Coptic text which presents characteristics, as the large interlinear space and the huge ⲃ, that point towards the 8 th century. 4 All these considerations suggest a date in the seventh or eighth century, but nothing weighs decisively in favour of any of the two centuries. 
2-3 ⲡⲁ ⲛ ⲧⲁⲩ[ⲧⲃ]|ⲃⲟϥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁⲩϣⲣⲡ ϩⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲍⲉ ⲙ ⲙⲟϥ:
This phrase has a close parallel in the consecratory prayer of the rite of the filling of the chalice, ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲉⲛⲡⲉⲕⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲧⲁⲛⲟ ⲫⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁϥⲉϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ "through Thy Holy Life-giving Body, which is already sanctified and perfected" (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 81-2). A reference to the "previously sanctified piece" (προη-γιασµένη µερίς) is made in the first consecratory prayer of the chalice in the Nubian texts (Alexopoulos, The Presanctified Liturgy, 116). The pastoral epistle P.Berol. 11346 (the seventh cent., Thebaid), prescribes the call l. x+27 ⲧⲁ ⲡ̣ ⲣ̣ ⲟ̣ ⲁⲅⲓⲁⲥⲑⲉⲛⲧⲁ {ⲧⲁ} ⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲓⲥ ⲁⲅⲓⲟⲓⲥ "the presanctified holies to the holies" 6 after the consecration of the additional bread.
3 ϩⲓⲧⲛ ⲧϭⲓⲛⲡⲱϩⲧ̅ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲉ ϫⲱϥ ⲙ ⲡⲉⲕⲡⲛ(ⲉⲩⲙ)ⲁ ⲉ ⲧⲟⲩⲁ ⲁ[ⲃ]: This is a key-expression, picked up by the description of the pouring out of water and blood from Jesus' pierced side (ll. 10-12) and the request to send the Spirit to hallow the chalice (ll. [12] [13] [14] .
The phrase has a parallel in the main fraction prayer of the liturgy of St. Basil, and is contained in the Greek manuscripts (ὁ ἁγιάσας τὰ προκείµενα δῶρα ταῦτα διὰ τῆς ἐπιφοιτήσεως τοῦ παναγίου σου Πνεύµατος, see Roshdi W.B. Dous, "Η Αλεξανδρινή θεία Λειτουργία του Μεγάλου Βασιλείου κατά την Κοπτική Παράδοση. Κριτική Έκδοση" [Ph.D. diss., Aristotelian University of Thessaloniki, 1998 ], 158), and in the Bohairic textus receptus (ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϥⲉⲣⲁⲅⲓⲁⲍⲓⲛ ⲛⲛⲁⲓⲇⲱⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲭⲏ ⲉⲣⲏⲓ ϩⲓⲧⲉⲛ ⲡϫⲓⲛⲓ ⲉⲣⲏⲓ ⲉϫⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲕⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ, see The Coptic liturgy, 267). The Sahidic version of the same prayer in the Great Euchologium contains only the first half ⲡⲉⲛⲧⲁϥϩ|ⲁⲅⲓ ⲁ ⲛⲛⲉⲓⲇⲱⲣⲟⲛ ⲛⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲕⲏ ⲉϩⲣⲁⲓ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ, Lanne, Le Grand Euchologe, 388 ll. 14-16.
ⲛ̣  ϣⲏ̣ ⲣⲉ ⲓ(ⲏⲥⲟⲩ)ⲥ ⲡⲉⲭ(ⲣⲓⲥⲧⲟ)ⲥ ⲡⲉⲛ ϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ: As is well known, the epithet ὁµοούσιον ("co-substantial") had a turbulent history in the dogmatic disputes of the early church, starting from its inclusion in the 325 Nicene Creed concerning the relationship of the Son to the Father. For a survey of the history of the term see Pier F. Beatrice, "The Word 'Homoousios' from Hellenism to Christianity," Church History 71.2 (2002): 243-272. From the 360s onward, the related question of the status of the Holy Spirit also came to the fore. In the Nicene Creed the Holy Spirit had been mentioned only by the short phrase "And (we believe) in the Holy Spirit" without any qualifications or elaborations. Starting with Athanasius and his Letters to Serapion, probably from 359 or 360, we find the Church Fathers engaging in polemics with diverse groups over the relationship of the Holy Spirit to the Father and the Son. The most prominent of these groups were the so-called Pneumatomachians ("Spirit-fighters"), also known as the Macedonians, who rejected the divinity of the Spirit and claimed that there was no biblical basis for regarding the Holy Spirit as equal in essence to the Father and the Son. Instead the Spirit was placed in various lower ontological categories, for example as a creature or as intermediate between God and angels, see Richard P.C. Hanson, The Search for the Christian Doctrine of God: The Arian Controversy 318-381 (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1988) , 768-769. The two most comprehensive defences of the deity of the Spirit were produced by the two Cappadocians, Basil of Caesarea in On the Holy Spirit (375) and Gregory of Nazianzus in the Fifth Theological Oration (known as Oration 31; from 380). 7 The issue was debated at the council in Constantinople in 381, and the assembly decided upon a creedal statement (the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed) about the Spirit which was most probably intended as a confirmation of the full deity of the Spirit, but stopping short of using the term ὁµοούσιον, and instead using more biblically based non-philosophical language (συµπροσκυνούµενον συνδοξαζόµενον). The most probable reason for the assembly not to express their pneumatology in more explicit terms was their wish to tread carefully vis-à-vis the sentiments of their opponents in the hope of reaching a joint statement.
8 Even though the disputes concerning the nature of the Son and his place within the Trinity continued into the following centuries, as the statements from the later councils show, the debate over the Holy Spirit seems to have settled more quickly, in broad sense being over already by the fifth century (see Joel C. A Trinitarian use of ὁµοούσιος is also attested in documentary papyri from the seventh century. Under the reign of the Byzantine emperor Mauritius it was decided (probably sometime around 591) that legal documents were to include an invocation of Christ attached to the regnal for-7 Gregory had in his Fifth Theological Oration explicitly both called the Spirit God and applied to it the term ὁµοούσιον (τί οὖν; θεὸς τὸ πνεῦµα; πάνυ γε; τί οὖν; ὁµοούσιον; εἴπερ θεός. "What, then? Is the Spirit God? Most certainly. Well, then, is he co-substantial? If he is God, yes," Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 31, 10,1-2 [SC 250, 292, [16] [17] 5 Possibly ⲗ̣ ⲟ̣ ⲅ̣ ⲟⲥ.
5-6 ⲉⲧⲣⲉϥⲁ [ⲛⲁ]|ⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙ ⲡⲣⲱⲙⲉ ⲛ ⲧⲁϥϩⲉ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ:
Another option is to supply the verb ἀποκαλεῖν, which also has the meaning "call back from exile," see LSJ s.v. ἀποκαλέω I.1. But ἀνακαλεῖσθαι has a few parallels in patristic authors in connection with God calling back man, e.g. Ps. 6 ϩ̣ [ⲙ ⲡⲧⲣⲉϥⲥⲱⲧ]ⲙ ⲛ ⲥ̣ ⲱ̣ ⲕ̣ ⲛ̣  ⲧ̣ ⲟ̣ ⲕ ⲡ̣ ⲛ̣ ⲟ̣ ⲩⲧⲉ ⲡ̣ ⲉ̣ ⲓ̣ ⲱ̣ ⲧ̣ : ⲛ̅ ̣ ⲥ̣ ⲱ̣ ⲕ ⲛ̣ ̅ ⲧ̣ ⲟ̣ ⲕ are discernible if the two parts of the broken papyrus are juxtaposed correctly but this cannot be done physically as the two halves of the sheet have suffered different degree of shrinkage. This is the first of a series of parallel constructions consisting of a prepositional construction with ϩⲙ that governs a substantivized inflected infinitive which is followed by verbs in the perfect tense, used to narrate the salient points in Jesus' life (ll. 6-7, 7-9, 10-12).
6-7 ⲁϥⲉ ⲉ|ϫⲙ ⲡⲕⲁϩ ϩⲓⲧⲙ ⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ: The papyrus mentions the willingness of Christ twice, the first one here in connection with the incarnation, and the other one in l. 9 in connection with his suffering.
The emphasis on Christ's willingness -and implicitly on his sharing of and obedience to the Father's will -is probably based primarily on the general description of the unity between the Father and the Son in the New Testament, particularly its portrayal in the priestly prayer of Jesus in John 17 (for example John 17:21-2 καθὼς σύ, πάτερ, ἐν ἐµοὶ κἀγὼ ἐν σοί, (…) καθὼς ἡµεῖς ἕν). In John 4:34 this unity and mutuality is expressed in terms of volition "my food is to do the will of him who sent me" (ἐµὸν βρῶµά ἐστιν ἵνα ποιήσω τὸ θέληµα τοῦ πέµψαντός µε). The specific topic of Jesus being willing to become a human being is not found explicitly in the New Testament, but may be seen as an elaboration on the image of Christ given in the Carmen Christi of Phil 2:6-11. Here the pre-existent Son is said to have become a human being by having "emptied himself and taken the form of a servant" (Phil 2:7 ἑαυτὸν ἐκένωσεν µορφὴν δού-λου λαβών) even though he originally "was in the form of God" (Phil 2:6 ἐν µορφῇ θεοῦ ὑπάρχων). The Son is portrayed as the active and selfdetermining subject of this change of status, thereby indicating that the incarnation came about as a result of his own will.
The weight on the will of Jesus and the Father in connection with the incarnation is also attested in the Post-Sanctus of the anaphora of Severus of Antioch, see Anaphorae Syriacae quotquot in codicibus adhuc repertae sunt (Roma: Pontificium Institutum Orientalium Studiorum, 1939), vol. 1.1, 67. , and while it does not have the equivalent expression in the same position, it has ἀτρέπτως καὶ ἀσυγχύτως a few phrases later in a theological exposition of the two hypostaseis of Jesus, which is shortened in the Sahidic redaction where the two adverbs are left out. A very similar expression qualifies the incarnation in the aspasmos prayer of the liturgy of St. Gregory in Bohairic (ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲧⲫⲱⲛϩ ⲁⲕϭⲓ ⲥⲁⲣⲝ "without change he took flesh," Hammerschmidt, Die Koptische Gregoriosanaphora, 14 l. 15). A series of statements about the indivisible nature of Christ are found also in the confession of the people before communion, which has the same form in the three Bohairic liturgies, and contains the following three words ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲧⲙⲟⲩϫⲧ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲧⲑⲱ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲧϣⲓⲃϯ "without mixing, without being mixed, and without change" (Hammerschmidt, Die Koptische Gregoriosanaphora, 70 l. 367).
According to Athanasius, Arius had claimed that the Son of God (the Logos) was "not incapable of a change (ἄτρεπτος), like the Father, but He is by nature mutable, like the creatures" (οὐκ ἔστιν ἄτρεπτος ὡς ὁ πατήρ, ἀλλὰ τρεπτός ἐστι φύσει ὡς τὰ κτίσµατα καὶ λείπει αὐτῷ εἰς κατάληψιν τοῦ γνῶναι τελείως τὸν πατέρα, Athanasius, Oratio I contra Arianos 9,7, ed. Karin Metzler and Kyriakos Savvidis, Athanasius: Werke, Band I: Die dogmatischen Schriften, Erster Teil, 2. Lieferung: Orationes I et II contra Arianos [Berlin and New York: De Gruyter, 1998 ], 118.21-22). The point of Arius was mainly in reference to the moral aspects of the Son. In his view the Son could have decided to act counter to the will of the Father just as other creatures, but he decided by the power of his will not to do so, thereby remaining sinless in all his actions. This Arian view of the inferiority of the Son compared to the Father, and his placement in the sphere of the created substances was condemned in the anathemas appended to the Nicene Creed of 325. The theme of unchangeableness re-occurs in the following centuries when the dispute moved more towards a purely Christological argument (the relationship between the two natures in Christ) rather than a Trinitarian one (the relationship between the Father and the Son). For example in the sixth ecumenical council in Constantinople in 680-681 which dealt with the Monothelite conflict, the two natures of Christ and, in conjunction with this, the two wills or volitions of Christ, are said to undergo no change (οὕτω καὶ δύο φυσικὰ θελήµατα ἐν αὐτῷ καὶ δύο φυσικὰς ἐνεργείας ἀδιαιρέτως ἀτρέπτως ἀσυγχύτως ἀµερί-στως πρεσβεύοµεν, Concilium universale Constantinopolitanum tertium (680) (681) 9 The long descendant of what is probably an ⲓ is visible above the staurogram, so that there would not be enough space for ⲥⲉ ⲉ. An ⲉ may have been dropped due to haplography.
The willingness of Christ to undergo suffering again finds a New Testament basis in the Carmen Christi of Phil 2:6-11, where in v. 8 the preexistent and now incarnate Son is said to have "humbled himself and become obedient to death" (ἐταπείνωσεν ἑαυτὸν γενόµενος ὑπήκοος µέχρι θανάτου). The Son chose and accepted his own humiliation and death. On the other hand, Jesus' attitude of accepting death is somewhat differently portrayed in parts of the synoptic tradition. In Mark 14:36 (// Matt 26:39) Jesus in Gethsemane is described as praying to the Father for the possibility not to suffer death (παρένεγκε τὸ ποτήριον τοῦτο ἀπ᾿ ἐµοῦ· ἀλλ᾿ οὐ τί ἐγὼ θέλω ἀλλὰ τί σύ). In the first part of the prayer, about the removal of the cup, Jesus seems to want something else than the Father, while in the second part he yields to the paternal plan. This image of Jesus became a source of embarrassment to some of the church fathers 10 and gave rise to debates whether the will of the Son and the will of Father were not one or in unison. 11 The supplement in the second lacuna is based on John 19:30d ⲁϥϯ ⲙⲡⲉⲡⲛⲁ, which also in the Gospel follows the bending of the head. ⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ is abbreviated, as expected (cf. l. 3). Traces of the supralinear stroke above the ⲁ are just about visible. The supplement is also supported by a parallel in the first fraction prayer of the liturgy of St. Gregory: ⲫⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲉ ⲙⲉⲛⲉⲛⲥⲁ ⲑⲣⲉϥϯ ⲙⲡⲓⲡⲛⲉⲩⲙⲁ ⲁϥⲁϯ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲏⲧϥ ⲛϫⲉ ⲟⲩ-ⲙⲱⲟⲩ ⲛⲉⲙ ⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ "he who after he gave his spirit, water and blood flowed from him for us" (Hammerschmidt, Die Koptische Gregoriosanaphora, 66 l. 341) 14-15 ⲛⲅ ⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉ̣ ⲣⲟϥ ⲛⲅ ⲧⲃⲃⲟϥ· ⲁⲩⲱ ⲛⲅ ϩⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲍⲉ ⲙ ⲙⲟϥ· ⲛⲅ |ⲁ ⲁϥ ⲛ ⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲛ ⲣⲉϥϯⲓⲱⲛ ϩ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉϥⲧⲁⲓⲏⲩ ⲛ ⲧⲉ ⲡⲉ̣ ⲕⲙⲟⲛⲟⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥ ⲛ ϣⲏⲣⲉ ⲓ(ⲏⲥⲟⲩ)ⲥ ⲡⲉ-ⲭ(ⲣⲓⲥⲧⲟ)ⲥ ⲡⲉⲛϫⲟⲉⲓⲥ: The subjunctives have been corrected from the third to the second person, the confusion being between the Holy Spirit who is the closest referent and the correct agent of the verbal action, the Father. In the scholarship on the epiclesis-prayer of the early Egyptian church there has been a debate on who was originally the referent of this prayer and thereby the effector of the transformation of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ. In the Euchologium of Sarapion of Thmuis (prayer 1), dated in the middle of the fourth century, 11 it is the Logos -the second member of the Trinity -that is portrayed as being sent from God and consecrating the elements, while for example in Peter II, patriarch of Alexandria 373-380, an invocation of the Spirit seems to be presupposed. 12 With both of these two options God the Father would be seen as the sender and intimately participating in the Eucharistic actions. The verbal corrections in P.Oslo inv. 1665 from third person (the Spirit) to second person (the Father) do not seem to be a part of this theological fluidity between the Son and the Spirit, and should probably be seen as a mere scribal error. Having first directed his prayer to God the Father (in second person verbs) for sending the Spirit, and adding a few words specifying whence and whither this Spirit should descend (in third person verbs), he then went on to describe (still in third person verbs) the anticipated effects of this sending (the transformation of the elements), and only when he reached the second person possessive marker in the phrase "the life-giving and honoured blood of your only-begotten son" (l. 15 ⲡⲉ̣ ⲕⲙⲟⲛⲟⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥ) did the scribe realize his mistake and went back and changed the prior verbs so that they referred to the Father and not to the Spirit.
ⲛⲅ ⲥⲙⲟⲩ-ⲛⲅ ⲧⲃⲃⲟϥ-ⲛⲅ ϩⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲍⲉ The three verbs of consecration do not find an exact parallel, but they come close to the triad of the anaphora of St. Mark in the Vat. Gr. 2281 (see Geoffrey J. Cuming, The Liturgy of St. Mark [Rome: Pontificium Institutum Studiorum Orientalium, 1990], 46) and in the Kacmarcik codex (Macomber, "The Greek Text," 96) εὐλογήσῃ καὶ ἁγιάσῃ καὶ τελειώσῃ, and to the triad of the consecratory prayer of the rite of the filling of the chalice ⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲣⲓⲁⲅⲓⲁⲍⲓⲛ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲁⲃ "bless it, sanctify it and manifest it as a holy blood" (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 81).
16 ⲡⲁ ⲛ ⲧⲁⲩⲥⲧ(ⲁⲩⲣ)ⲟⲩ ⲙ ⲙⲟϥ ϩⲁⲣⲟⲛ ϩⲓ ⲡⲟⲛⲧⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲓⲗⲁⲧⲟⲥ. The wording coincides with that of the Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed (Quecke, Untersuchungen, 436).
16-17 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲁϥϩⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲉⲓ ⲛ ⲑⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟ|ⲅⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ. Cf. 1 Tim 6:11-12 ⲁⲕϩⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲉⲓ ⲛ ⲑⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲉⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ ⲙ ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ ϩⲁⲏ ⲙ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲣⲉ. ϯⲡⲁⲣⲁⲅⲅⲉⲓⲗⲉ ⲙ ⲡⲉⲙⲧⲟ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙ ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲧⲧⲁⲛϩⲟ ⲙ ⲡⲧⲏⲣϥ ⲙⲛ ⲡⲉⲭⲥ ⲓ ⲥ ⲡⲁⲓ ⲛ ⲧⲁϥⲣ ⲙⲛ ⲧⲣⲉ ϩⲓ ⲡⲟⲛⲧⲓⲟⲥ ⲡⲓⲗⲁⲧⲟⲥ ⲛ ⲑⲟⲙⲟⲗⲟⲅⲓⲁ ⲉⲧⲛⲁⲛⲟⲩⲥ. The phrase is part of the confession of faith before the communion, which is common to the three liturgies of the Coptic Church 17 ⲧⲛ ⲥⲟⲡⲥ ⲁⲩⲱ ⲧⲛ ⲡⲁⲣⲁⲕⲁⲗⲉⲓ ⲙ ⲙⲟⲕ: The rite of the filling of the chalice joins the epiclesis to the request for the fruits of communion more smoothly by ϩⲓⲛⲁ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲃⲉⲛ ⲉⲑⲛⲁϭⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ "in order that all who shall partake of It may be purified" (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 81). Similar connection between the epiclesis and the requests for the fruits of communion is made in several anaphoras, e.g. Mark (Cuming, The Liturgy, 48), James (Brightman, Eastern Liturgies, 54), Chrysostom (Brightman, Eastern Liturgies, 331), as well as in the consecration prayer of the Syrian presanctified of John Chrysostom (Codrington, "Liturgica Praesanctificatorum Syriaca," 726) and of Severus of Antioch (Codrington, "The Syrian Liturgies," 75).
The arrangement that the scribe left half a line empty at the end of l. 15 was probably intended to make the use of the leaf during the recitation of the liturgy easier, as this way the celebrant can turn the leaf over while pronouncing a well-known formula. However, here a noun is necessary, and we may assume that a variant of this expression with the noun form was used instead. The second noun, of which only the last letter can be seen with confidence, is customary and present in almost all introductory phrases to the Lord's Prayer.
22 ⲁⲩⲱ ⲉⲧϩⲁⲉ ⲟ [ⲟⲩ ..........] ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛ̅ ϣⲁ ⲉ̅ ⲛⲉϩ: What may have stood in the lacuna is another attribute to God's name or a prepositional phrase denoting a starting point, e.g. ϫⲓⲛ (ⲛ ) ϣⲟⲣⲡ, ϫⲓⲛ ⲉ ϣⲟⲣⲡ or similar.
22-23 ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ ⲡⲉⲛⲉⲓⲱⲧ| ⲉⲧ ϩⲙ ⲙ ⲡⲏⲩⲉ. The fact that the phrase starts with ⲡⲛⲟⲩⲧⲉ implies that this is not part of the ensuing Lord's Prayer which is anyway regularly introduced by ⲉⲛϫⲱ ⲙⲙⲟⲥ ϫⲉ or similar, but a realization of the situation envisaged in ll. 21-2, i.e. mentioning God's name and an address to God. 23 µεθ᾿ ἧς πρ[έ]πε[ι µετα]νοίας π(ατέ)ρα ἐπου(ρά)νι<ον> <ἐπικαλεῖ-σθαι> κ(αὶ) λέγειν. The Greek phrase does not seem to continue the Coptic text. It is somewhat garbled as it lacks the infinitive which is the counterpart of λέγειν (probably ἐπικαλεῖσθαι). In terms of content it repeats the invocation of God as heavenly father and functions as a preface to the ensuing recitation of the Lord's Prayer. While the Coptic Church kept many sentences in Greek, especially acclamations of the people and the dialogue of the priest and the deacons with the people (Budde, Die ägyptische , such an instance of bilingualism within one prayer, and, if it is intended as the continuation of the previous phrase, in the same structure, is unique. In a liturgical setting it is conceivable that the Greek coda alerted the faithful that their turn was approaching.
Translation
(Front) Lord, Lord, God Almighty, the Father of our Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ, we pray | and beseech you, the Lover of Man, over this sacrament which is put forth. It is this that has been purified | and already sanctified through the pouring over it of your Holy Spirit, | the life-giving and co-substantial w [ith] make it the life-giving and honoured blood of your only-begotten son, Jesus Christ, our Lord, | he who was crucified for us under Pontius Pilatus and professed the faith | which is good. We pray and beseech you (Back) so that now again you may purify our bodies and souls and spirits before | we receive to us your holy and glorious sacraments and grant us all means | 20 to advance with confidence and receive (of) them in gratitude; and make us all together worthy to dare with confidence to invoke your | great name, which is holy and glorious [...] to eternity, God, our heavenly Father: | (in Greek) <to invoke?> the heavenly father in the due sense of repentance and say ...
Liturgical Commentary
The task of a detailed liturgical assessment of the prayer is best left to the scholars who specialize in the study of early Christian liturgy. Suffice it here to point out some possible connections in order to orient the reader of this edition.
The reference to the "already sanctified mystery" (l. 2) implies a relationship to the liturgy of the presanctified. This rite involves the consecra-tion of the chalice through signing it with the already consecrated bread, reserved from a previous Eucharist, on a day when the mass is not celebrated but communion is administered. Since communion necessitated wine, but consecrated wine could not be kept overnight for fear an accident might happen to it, the liturgy of the presanctified was introduced to cover for the need of subsequent consecration of wine only. For a detailed discussion of this service see Alexopoulos, The Presanctified Liturgy. The liturgy of the presanctified is still celebrated in the Byzantine rite and is also known from the West and East Syrian rites. Some scattered evidence suggests moreover that the Egyptian rite once had a presanctified as well (Alexopoulos, The Presanctified Liturgy, (113) (114) (115) (116) (117) However, there is yet another possibility. The wording and the structure of the prayer on P.Oslo inv. 1665 finds a striking parallel in the consecratory prayer of the rite of the filling of the chalice. This was first printed in the Euchologium of Raphael aṭ-Ṭūkhī, ⲡⲓϫⲱⲙ ⲛⲧⲉ ⲡⲓϣⲟⲙⲧ ⲛⲁⲛⲁⲫⲟⲣⲁ (Book of the Three Anaphoras) (Roma, 1736), fol. ⲧⲛⲃ-ⲧⲟⲁ. It was then edited from two codices by Īris Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling"), and it was described in Oswald H.E. KHS-Burmester, The Egyptian or Coptic Church. A Detailed Description of Her Liturgical Services and the Rites and Ceremonies observed in the Administration of her Sacraments (Cairo: Publications de la Société d'archéo-logie copte, 1967), 88-90. The rite is supposed to be celebrated above the chalice if at the point of the communion the wine is found to be missing, or turned sour, or contaminated. It is first attested in the liturgical commentary of Ibn Kabar (thirteenth/fourteenth cent., see Ḥabīb AlMaṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 78). It gives the same incipit for the consecratory prayer as the one printed by Ṭūkhī (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 88). During the rite, a consecratory prayer is pronounced over the chalice, which leads on to the Lord's Prayer. It reads as follows:
ⲫⲛⲏⲃ ⲡ⳪ ⲓⲏ ⲥ ⲡⲭ ⲥ ⲡⲓⲙⲟⲛⲟⲅⲉⲛⲏⲥ ⲛϣⲏⲣⲓ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲛⲗⲟⲅⲟⲥ ⲛⲧⲉⲫϯ ⲫⲓⲱⲧ ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϥϭⲓⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲉⲑⲃⲏⲧⲉⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲙⲉⲧⲁⲧϣⲓⲃϯ ⲉⲧⲁϥϭⲓⲙⲕⲁϩ ⲉⲛⲡⲉϥⲟⲩⲱϣ ⲉⲛⲧⲥⲁⲣⲝ ⲉϥⲟⲓ ⲛⲁⲧⲉⲙⲕⲁⲩϩ ϩⲱⲥ ⲛⲟⲩϯ ⲫⲏ ⲉⲧⲁϥϯ ⲛⲁⲛ ⲉⲛⲡⲉϥⲥⲫⲓⲣ ⲛⲁⲧⲑⲱⲗⲉⲃ ⲛⲟⲩⲙⲟⲩⲙⲓ ⲛⲧⲉⲡⲱⲛ. ⲧⲉⲛϯϩⲟ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲧⲉⲛⲧⲱⲃϩ ⲛⲧⲉⲕⲙⲉⲧⲁ-ⲅⲁⲑⲟⲥ ⲡⲓⲙⲁⲓⲣⲱⲙⲓ ⲉϩⲣⲏⲓ ⲉϫⲉⲛⲡⲓⲑⲱⲧ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲡⲓⲁⲓⲁⲫⲟⲧ ⲫⲁⲓ. ⲥⲙⲟⲩ ⲉⲣⲟϥ ⲁⲣⲓⲁⲅⲓⲁⲍⲓⲛ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲟⲩⲟⲛϩϥ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲟⲩⲥⲛⲟϥ ⲉϥⲟⲩⲁⲃ ⲛⲧⲁⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲓⲧⲉⲛⲡⲉⲕ-ⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁⲃ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲧⲁⲛⲟ. ⲫⲁⲓ ⲉⲧⲁϥⲉϣⲟⲣⲡ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲉϫⲱⲕ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ϩⲟⲡⲱⲥ ⲛⲧⲉϥⲉⲣⲟⲩⲁⲓ ⲛⲉⲙⲁϥ ϩⲓⲛⲁ ⲟⲩⲟⲛ ⲛⲓⲃⲉⲛ ⲉⲑⲛⲁϭⲓ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲙⲙⲟϥ ⲛⲧⲟⲩ-ⲧⲟⲩⲃⲟ ⲉⲛⲧⲟⲩⲯⲩⲭⲏ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩⲥⲱⲙⲁ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲟⲩⲡ̅ ⲛ̅ ⲁ̅ ⲛⲧⲟⲩⲉⲣⲡⲉⲙⲡϣⲁ ⲙⲡ-ⲭⲱ ⲉⲃⲟⲗ ⲛⲧⲉⲛⲟⲩⲛⲟⲃⲓ. ⲉⲩϯⲱⲟⲩ ⲙⲡⲉⲕⲣⲁⲛ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁⲃ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲉⲕⲓⲱⲧ ⲛⲁⲅⲁ-ⲑⲟⲥ ⲛⲉⲙⲡⲓⲡ̅ ⲛ̅ ⲁ̅ ⲉⲑⲟⲩⲁⲃ ⲛⲣⲉϥⲧⲁⲛⲟ. ⲁⲣⲓⲧⲉⲛ ⲛⲉⲙⲡϣⲁ ⲧⲏⲣⲉⲛ ⲡⲉⲛⲛⲏⲃ ⲉⲑⲣⲉⲛⲉⲣⲧⲟⲗⲙⲁⲛ ⲉⲛⲟⲩⲡⲁⲣⲣⲏⲥⲓⲁ ⲛⲁⲧⲉⲣϩⲟϯ ⲉⲧⲱⲃϩ ⲙⲫϯ ⲫⲓⲱⲧ ⲡⲓ-ⲡⲁⲛⲧⲟⲕⲣⲁⲧⲱⲣ ⲉⲛⲛⲓⲫⲏⲟⲩⲓ ⲟⲩⲟϩ ⲉϫⲟⲥ ϫⲉⲡⲉⲛⲓⲱⲧ ⲉⲧⲉⲛⲛⲓⲫⲏⲟⲩⲓ "Master, Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-Begotten Son and Word of the Father, who took Flesh for our sake, without corruption, who accepted suffering in the flesh of His own will, being impassible as God; who hath given to us from His immaculate side a spring of life. We beseech and pray Thy Goodness, Lover of Man, for the mixture which is in this Chalice. Bless it, sanctify it, manifest it as Thy Holy Blood, through Thy Holy Life-giving Body. Which is already sanctified and perfected, so that It may be one with It, in order that all who shall partake of It may be purified in their souls, and their bodies, and their spirits, (and) may be made worthy of the forgiveness of their sins, (and) may glorify Thy Holy Name with Thy Good Father, and the Holy Life-giving Spirit. Make us all worthy, our Master, to dare with confidence, (and) without fear to pray to God the Father Almighty (who is) in the Heavens, and to say: 'Our Father who (art) in the Heavens', etc." (Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 82-83 and 87).
This prayer exhibits many similarities in structure, expressions and topics to our prayer. Both contain a short version of the life of Jesus, with reference to his sufferings by his own will, and in particular to the source of life that came forth from his opened side. Then both move on to a request to the addressee of the prayer to bless the chalice, and finish with a list of the effects of communion, which terminates in the Our Father. This last point is particularly significant, as we know of no other prayers which combine a consecratory element directly with the Lord's Prayer. Common is moreover the phrase "which is already sanctified" with reference to the bread. However, there are some major differences as well. Our prayer is directed to the Father, even though a large part of it focuses on the Son, and requests the coming of the Holy Spirit on the chalice, without a refe-rence to the physical contact between the body and the blood (which of course could happen without a mention in the text). In fact, the text may be considered as a variant of the consecratory prayer of the rite of the filling of the chalice, directed to the Father instead of the Son, filled with a longer version of Jesus' life, and brought in line with the theology of the Eucharist through the inclusion of an epiclesis of the Holy Spirit (just as Ṭūkhī, member of the United Coptic Church brought his version of the filling of the chalice in line with the Catholic theology of the Eucharist by placing the institution narrative of the chalice and an epiclesis before it, see Ḥabīb Al-Maṣrī, "The Rite of the Filling," 78). However, this parallel does not necessitate that our prayer was used precisely in the rite of the filling of the chalice.
One more related practice can be drawn into the discussion. In 2012 Alberto Camplani edited a pastoral epistle, P.Berol. 11346 (seventh cent., Thebaid), in which instructions are provided in the event that the priest does not have enough consecrated bread for the communion and needs to introduce some after the anaphora. According to it after the priest has performed the manual acts, he should call out to the people: l. x+27 ⲧⲁ ⲡ̣ ⲣ̣ ⲟ̣ -ⲁⲅⲓⲁⲥⲑⲉⲛⲧⲁ {ⲧⲁ} ⲁⲅⲓⲁ ⲧⲟⲓⲥ ⲁⲅⲓⲟⲓⲥ "the presanctified holies to the holies". A similar rite is mentioned in the Sahidic redaction of the Canons of Basil, Canon 99. According to the text of a recently discovered manuscript in the rubbish dump of a Western Theban hermitage MMA 1152, in case the amount of bread and wine does not suffice for the communicants, the priest can consecrate additional bread and wine by bringing it in contact with the already consecrated element. The two testimonies suggest that in the Thebaid in the seventh century a practice of consecrating additional bread and wine after the anaphora was known. A similar practice was recorded centuries later by the liturgical commentator Ibn Siba (thirteenth century, Vincentius Mistrîh, Jûḥannâ ibn Abî Zakarîâ ibn Sibâ', Pretiosa margarita de scientiis ecclesiasticis. [Cairo: Centrum Franciscanum Studiorum Orientalium Christianorum, 1966] , 538-539). His description concerns only additional wine introduced at the point of the communion because of the multitude of communicants. The new chalice could be consecrated through an exchange of wine between the already consecrated chalice and the additional one, accompanied by the acclamation εἷς πατὴρ ἅγιος, εἷς υἱὸς ἅγιος, ἓν πνεῦµα ἅγιον. Furthermore, pieces of the already consecrated bread are dropped in the new chalice.
13
None of the three descriptions of this practice refer to prayers. However, this does not exclude that the prayer on P.Oslo inv. 1665 belonged to a similar rite. The fact that only this practice is attested in the period to which our papyrus is dated may weigh in favour of this interpretation.
This having been said, there are no definitive arguments for any of these three options. The lack of instructions in P.Oslo inv. 1665 makes it impossible to decide whether the prayer belonged to a liturgy of the presanctified, to an early version of the rite of the filling of the chalice, or to a service to consecrate additional wine in case of shortage during communion. At the same time, it is evident that these three practices are closely interconnected. The rite of the filling of the chalice and the service described by Ibn Siba both serve to consecrate extra wine in case it is found lacking at the point of the communion for some reasons. The service of the presanctified is evoked by the call τὰ προαγιασθέντα ἅγια τοῖς ἁγίοις in P.Berol. 11346.x+27. Therefore, these three practices may effectively be seen as variations on a theme, the consecration of additional wine and occasionally bread without the recitation of an anaphora but in the presence of already consecrated elements. Only the reasons that necessitate it vary: communion without a Eucharistic service and the ban on the reservation of wine in the case of the presanctified, an accident in the case of the rite of the filling of the chalice, or the multitude of people in the third case. The prayer on P.Oslo inv. 1665 could be used for any of these needs, and indeed potentially for multiple needs as the practice of the local community required it. 13 The Canonical Answers of Timothy of Alexandria, answer XXIV, discusses a related practice. The question relates to the possibility of consecrating additional wine if new communicants arrive after the communion and the consumption of the leftovers by the priests. The answer permits the consecration of wine after the anaphora in such cases but does not discuss how the priest should do it (Périclès-Pierre Joannou, Discipline générale antique. T. II. Les canons des Pères Grecs [Rome: Tipografia Italo-Orientale «S. Nilo», 1963] , 255). The attribution of the answer, which is transmitted in Byzantine canonical collections, to Timothy I is uncertain (Joannou, Discipline générale antique, 239), thus it is questionable whether it describes a fourth-century Egyptian custom.
